FY 2000 FDI:

(5b) DISPARITIES RELATED TO BIRTHS

Tables 5b-5f -- Area Health Data

| Rate/1000 | Additional| #Low | # High 100%
Users 98 'HS fgéhs f'zftligiggg for US ANl | Indian | Weight nggght Total | INDEX | Scaled |
Races | Births | Births | Births Index |Rank
ABERDEEN 124,338 7924  294%  14.8% 3,935 4838 1,182  5605| 141%| 100%| 1
ALASKA 113,993 7840  268%  148% 3510 419 1457 5386 | 124%| 89%| 2
ALBUQUERQUE 86,382 5151  23.0% 14.8% 1,836 328 413 2577 78%|  55%| 10
BEMIDJI 91,434 5865  26.6%  14.8% 2,602 297 986 3.885| 119%| 85%| 3
BILLINGS 74,690 4066  25.7%  14.8% 1,724 251 575 2550 | 109%| 78%| 4
CALIFORNIA 63,989 8208  23.0% 14.8% 2,926 535 1,039 4,500 85%| 61%| 7
NASHVILLE 49,114 4627  219%  14.8% 1,500 327 614 2441 78%| 56%| 9
NAVAJO 253,821 14,091  232%  14.8% 5102 819 1170 7,091 79%| 56%| 8
OKLAHOMA 317,864 18,759  21.8%  14.8% 6,024 1,411 2328 9,463 74%|  53%| 11
PHOENIX 136,431 10,235  255%  14.8% 4295 665 1,152 6112 | 103%| 73%| 5
PORTLAND 92,451 10494  24.7%  148% 4206 598 1467 6271 | 100%| 71%| 6
TUCSON 23,611 1,763 22.0% 14.8% 577 124 145 846 71%|  51%| 12
IHS 1,428,118 99,023 38,238 5,962 12,528 56,728 141%
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cwiggins
Data in these tables is used to compute an Area level health index which is used to adjust the FEHBP benchmark in Table 5a.   Table 5e shows Area poverty rates for AI/AN which is used as part of the poverty index shown in Table 6.


FY 2000 FDI: Tables 5b-5f -- Area Health Data

(5¢c) HEALTH PROBLEMS & DISEASE

100% | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%
SUM OF 100%
INJURY&| oo | pa | HEART EXCESS g:;‘s INDEX | Scaled
USERS POrI‘lS(;)NI HoLism | BETES DISIIEEAS CANCER| RATES Index | Rank
Age Adj Rates
ABERDEEN 124,338 174 109.0 690  23.0 17.3 1837 11,881 | 184%| 100%| 1
ALASKA 113,993 18.5 71.0 110 152 16.1 82.1 4,867 | 82%| 45%| 8
ALBUQUERQUE 86,382 12.1 71.0 75.0 8.5 9.0 1329 5971| 133%| T72%| 4
BEMIDJI 91,434 16.4 39.0 780 287 216 1317 6,263 | 132%| 72%| 5
BILLINGS 74,690 16.8 61.0 650  20.6 17.3 1287  5000| 129%| 70%| 6
CALIFORNIA 63,989 7.1 27.0 280 129 7.8 369  1228| 37%| 20%| 12
NASHVILLE 49,114 8.2 31.0 600  19.0 10.2 792 2,023| 79%| 43%| 9
NAVAJO 253,821 17.0 50.0 43.0 106 8.6 84.8 11,194 | 85%| 46%| 7
OKLAHOMA 317,864 8.8 22.0 380  16.4 11.3 46.2 7,636 | 46%| 25%| 11
PHOENIX 136,431 15.6 72.0 700  14.6 88 1332 9452| 133%| 73%| 3
PORTLAND 92,451 12.0 56.0 360 141 12.6 791  3,803| 79%| 43%| 10
TUCSON 23,611 16.6 70.0 800  13.8 9.9 1414 1,736 | 141%| T7%| 2
US ALL RACES 1,428,118 5.2 6.7 13.3  13.8 13.0 1,260 71,054 184%
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FY 2000 FDI:

Tables 5b-5f -- Area Health Data

(5d) Population Over Age 54

100%
) ) Scaled
USERS OV/; r”:;;ss 4 /"R:Se‘:" # ovgz AGe |0t of Total| 1o Rank
ABERDEEN 124,338 9.3%  19.6% 11,563 73%|  72.1% 11
ALASKA 113,993 11.0%  19.6% 12,539 7.9%|  85.3% 6
ALBUQUERQUE 86,382 10.4%  19.6% 8,984 56%|  80.6% 7
BEMIDJI 91,434 11.3%  19.6% 10,332 6.5%|  87.6% 5
BILLINGS 74,690 10.0%  19.6% 7,469 4.7%|  77.5% 9
CALIFORNIA 63,989 12.0%  19.6% 7,679 4.8%|  93.0% 3
NASHVILLE 49,114 12.8%  19.6% 6,287 3.9%|  99.2% 2
NAVAJO 253,821 11.8%  19.6% 29,951 18.8%|  91.5% 4
OKLAHOMA 317,864 12.9%  19.6% 41,004  25.7%| 100.0% 1
PHOENIX 136,431 8.6%  19.6% 11,733 74%|  66.7% 12
PORTLAND 92,451 10.3%  19.6% 9,522 6.0%|  79.8% 8
TUCSON 23,611 10.0%  19.6% 2,361 15%|  77.5% 9
IHS 1,428,118 159,425  100%|  12.9%
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FY 2000 FDI:

Tables 5b-5f -- Area Health Data

(5e) HEALTH DISPARITY RELATED TO POVERTY (In Table 6)

100%

USERS | Below | oo | POOR NDEy | Index | Rank
Poverty ° HEALTH

ABERDEEN 124,338 49.6% 13.1% 36.5% 10,075 279% 100.0% 1
ALASKA 113,993 24.0% 13.1% 10.9% 2,758 83% 29.9% 10
ALBUQUERQUE 86,382 42.1% 13.1% 29.0% 5,561 221% 79.5% 4
BEMIDJI 91,434 33.0% 13.1% 19.9% 4,039 152% 54.5% 6
BILLINGS 74,690 44 .6% 13.1% 31.5% 5,223 240% 86.3% 2
CALIFORNIA 63,989 24.0% 13.1% 10.9% 1,548 83% 29.9% 10
NASHVILLE 49,114 24.7% 13.1% 11.6% 1,265 89% 31.8% 9
NAVAJO 253,821 44.6% 13.1% 31.5% 17,750 240% 86.3% 2
OKLAHOMA 317,864 27.0% 13.1% 13.9% 9,809 106% 38.1% 8
PHOENIX 136,431 41.8% 13.1% 28.7% 8,693 219% 78.6% 5
PORTLAND 92,451 29.2% 13.1% 16.1% 3,304 123% 44.1% 7
TUCSON 23,611 24.0% 13.1% 10.9% 571 83% 29.9% 10
IHS 1,428,118 70,597 278.6%

FDI: FEHBP DISPARITY INDEX TABLE SERIES

40of 5

04/24/2001



FY 2000 FDI:

Tables 5b-5f -- Area Health Data

(5f) COMPOSITE HEALTH CONDITIONS INDEX

BIRTH DISEASE AGE VX\E,'EGRTCEE BENCH
DISPARITY | DISPARITY | DISPARITY | oo oo | MARK FOR

INDEX INDEX INDEX INDEX COST
ABERDEEN 100% 100% 72% 97% $ 682
ALASKA 89% 45% 85% 55% $ 388
ALBUQUERQUE 55% 72% 81% 71% $ 495
BEMIDJI 85% 72% 88% 75% $ 527
BILLINGS 78% 70% 78% 72% $ 504
CALIFORNIA 61% 43% 93% 51% $ 355
NASHVILLE 56% 43% 99% 51% $ 355
NAVAJO 56% 46% 91% 52% $ 366
OKLAHOMA 53% 43% 100% 50% $ 352
PHOENIX 73% 73% 67% 72% $ 505
PORTLAND 71% 43% 80% 51% $ 357
TUCSON 51% 77% 78% 73% $ 512
IHS 15.0% 75.0% 10.0% $ 432
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